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INTRODUCTICN 


Whet 1s to becone of woran =nd man? Todsey this cuestion 
presses urgently upon us. For the first tire in histery wonen und 
men are collectively thinking «bout their identity in: leticn to 
one enother, The very relationship itsel’ hus been celled into 
questio:, This urgency in questicning must be met by ¢ full end 
considered response .which incorporetes all the rele: nt knowledcze 
avelleble to us at th- rresent time. whet is needeé then is a 
Fhilosozrhy of woman enc man. 

Since tre first stirrinzs of humen trought in the pursuit 
of truth, western philoscvhers h: ve recornized the trrert:nee of 
the questions " What is end ought to ve wongn's rel't ete men 
end inversely nan's reletion to woren? ‘In éicition, the sther 
Side of.this cuesticn or " rat is - ne sUght to be wleaen's raleieon 
te woran sna mun's relaticn to nen?" wes «lso consicerec, Svery 
mejor philoscrher thcucht about these cucsttiens until rhilosorhy 
becene lirited by toc close an associ: ticn with meth metics wnd 
iseic, "Previous to this limiteticn, hewever, the ovesticn of 
the relation between woren's und “en's identity wes usu: ll; 
thought by philcsc;hers with intcnsity ond sericusness,. It 
wes considerec to bea centrel issue cf met’ rhvsics, neturel 
scdence, epist«mology, morsls, one RClitics. In different 
centuries one wey of ccnsidering the isaue mey hove been ‘rcre 
Fronounced then :ncther. For exsntle, Greek :nd medievel 
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science; Modern. pnilosorhers tended to emphesize erpistcrclogy «and 
moruls; end contemporary yhilcsorhers tend toe emphasize 
politics, However, even though the fremewerk with which a 
philoso.her srrproached the cuesticn might ciffer in historical 
periods, the snswers to the question fell into one of three 
ulternatives. Therefore, a pettern of response to the question 
of women's reletion to nen cen now be recognized end <ssessed, 

The three alternative ways of approeching the philosorhy 
of wonuyn and man can be roughly celled: sex polarity, sex unity, 
a nd sex conplementerity. Sex polarity argues for a significent 
differences between the two sexes end for the superiority cof cne 
sex cver the oth-r. Sex unity srgues th: t woman end sen Sore equel 
but that there are no significant differences between them, Sex 
complenenterity argues for both a significent difference between 
wenen 2nd nen and the ecuélity of the two sexes, All phiioscr“ical 
discussions about the respective identities of wonsan end tan Tay 
be clessified as either one of the three ebove theories or as 
a ccmbination of theories, 

The contemporary questicns " What is to beccve of wonan 

end man?" has becone perticulorly urgent to sddress becztse it 
is being reised today not cnly by philoscrhers but olso by vest 
nunbers of wonen 2nd nen, Indeed it aigzht even be ssid thet 
today philosorhers are the only rerscna who wre for the most 
pert not rsising the, questicn. Heowsver, the question wes 
orig'nelly theught by rhiloscrhers end it must beccne tho zht 
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foundaticn , the clerity of a philosorrical ¢sprroch, ono the 
breadth of » philosophical serspective. Fhilosophy “ucht once 
9gein to reassert itself at the center of discussions of 
personel identity instead of remaining ecntent to observe the 
intellectuel efforts of collegues in other sarees of the sciences, 
social sciences, and humanities. 

The philosophy of women cnd tan will clerify the specific 
chsrecteristics of the three alternative theories nmenticned avove, 
viz. sex polsrity, sex unity, ung sex complenentarity. Mo e 
importantly, however, it will seek to defend sex complement: rity 
ss the most correct theory about the releticn of wonen to n2n,. 
Both sex unity 3nd sex polarity will be seen to contein cne 
mejor weekness which sex:coempienent rity overcomes. Lee 
Ehilescphy of wonen ena men then will leed to en: ffirnation of 
sex corplementarity e s ‘the best enewer to the qresticns " ahet 
42 to beccre of wornen und nen?" 

Before s contempcriry defence of sex cotplenentz rity 
can be developed it is necessary te zive @ brief exyplen: tion 
of the weys in which euch theory Gevelorped bistoricelly. ihe 
three alternatives sre eg commen tower es they were at tke 
bezinnings of western philosophy. However, the ways in which 
the thecries ere expressed chonzes in differnt hietcricel 
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SEX FCLARITY 


Sex polurity is the theory thet cleits that wonen end 
men are significantly different and thet one sex is surerior 
to the other, Historically four different forns of sex relvrity 


heve energed. 


Traditional sex FPolerity 


sex pelerity wis given ite first wtpovnding by aristctle 
in the 5th century BC. He earsued th2t nen were by nature 
odpérior to wGaen. This .superiority was evidenced nest 
Obviously in the patriarchal structure of societyy where 
men ruled and wonren obeyed. Aristotle scught to find a 
metaphysical fcundation for this ineouslity between woven ‘ind 
men, The ccncepts of metter end form previded the necessary 
framewcrk for the differentiaticn of the sexes, Even theoush 
ell humen eaistents wre a unity of motéerieal end fornral 
nature, woman hed a particular reliiicnship to natter ane 
ain to form. Srecifically Aristotle believed that woren previced 
mé terial only in generation and ter rrevided only ferret S| = ’ 
iht sexes.beca me Gistimeuished by this c™rscteristic, 
since Aristotle believed thst it tcok + sprerior kine of 


setivity to previeée forn, min bec.7e recesznized es e stjpertcr 
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Frivation of the mule end woven wes crlled a defornec end 
defective went 

Two further Gynemics cf zex rolerity were elso develc- ed 
by Aristotle. wonen became associated by definiticn with 
pa ssivity and man became associated with pieces 
This polerizaticn of the charecteristics of the two sexes Lec 
to the situation in which their tnteracticn wes interpreted is 
a kina of hostility. Even when Aristctle ccnsizered the developrent 
cf the sex of the fetus wonen and nen were described es being 
in a stzte of war. A male child signified the victory of the G 
fether and e fensle the victory, by resistence, of the nethon 

Ir:ditional sex yolarity, es develored by 4ristotle, 
wus perretucted by a great many rh’ loscphers, In a sonewhet 
weaker forn it epreared tn Bhs secone century AD in the ph! losophy 
of geien>” while Galen qu:lified Aristotle's view of woman's 
ecntribution to generation to include the presence cf sone Find 
of seed, he concluded that her contributior wes infertile, 
therefore, wonan still wes unvble to be chr cterirved es ective 
in this funder ental ene Galen tthremeSeee concluded tht woran 
wes & kine cf tutileted ten, 
In the 1 2th uné 13th centuries sex rel: rit: wee 

ressserted ins strenzrer fcorn. Meimonices Gevelored woran's 
essccileticn with metter cnd men with fern by sreulre “that, 
the term 'wonsn' 1s evnboliesll: used fer Snytping wrich west 
be in conjuncticn with sonetvling else. Ferm 12 ble tc exiat 


without mstter, but netter must hove Sere to be poy thine St cil. 


Mun was acvle in gatriurehy to h:ve an indcpe nicnt existence, 
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but wo1ran had to be jcined to < man. 

The Rnevedet ep caneting of Aristctelien sex pol:rity 
in western theuzht occurred through the combined efforts cf 
St. Albert the Great, St. Thonras, end Giles of Rome, All 
three of these philosophers argued thet then wes superior to 
wonan. They e11 completely adorted Ariatetie's philosortical 
fremework for justification of this theory. Wonan providee 
ma tier and men provided form to generetion. when the activity 
of seneration wes perfected a male child resulted, When it 
failed a female was soneeiyea Coreecuently, the individuel 
women wes e defective human existent who lacked scrething 
present in the supericr humen Sadan The view thet one sex 
lacks zgonething present in the other sex ig a predorinant thene 
in sex polerity. The ' inferior' sex ta inferior in and throuzh 
the specific leck. 

Traditioral.sex polarity os first grounded by Aristotle 
end then revsre:nded by mecicval philosophers took its tesic 
expression from incorrect theories in neturel seience. Tre 
misteken contention that wenan provided r’terial only to 
generetion ena thet man only rrovided $cut led to vw fulse 
identification of the femsle with rciter end the msn with form. 
This metzphysical foundotion hed the further result thst woren 
wee ogsoci:ted with cossivity and acon with cetivity. Finclly, 
man wes thought to be superior thun wouen in 211 sianificent 
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modern Sex Folerity 


The first transformation of traditioral sex polsrity 
came about as a result of a shift in the preoccurpatior of 
philosophers awey from the natural science of biology. The 
discovery by William Harvey in the 17th century that both wonen 
and men contribute fertile seed to generstion refuted the 
Aristotelian ergument for sex polsrity. In e ddition, 
the fresmentstion of knowledge which occurred by the separsticn 
of the gee eies of medecine and philosophy in universities 
drove an intellectual wedge between thought ebcut the ferson 
as a biological existent and thought goout the person in 
other philosophically significent peace” Sex rpolerity 
did not end with this discovery thet Aristotle had been wrong 
abovt wonan end man. Inateed it reenmerced with a different 
fremework for its justificetion. 

Wcmen was still considered to be siznificentiy different 
anc inferior to ndin., En.the-l&tbucehtury dein detoves Rousseau 
orgued that sex polarity followec fron 3a lew of neture wich 
established s moral difference bt: een the sexes. This 
difference cherecterized wonen a ¢ rassive, Wear , ond 
created es ecielly to 'please' man, vn the contrary, “en wes 
chsrecterized es active, strong, end neturelly rocted in power 
through Send At the sene tine Innenuel Kent arvuec 
thet wenen ought to strive to be beutiful while ren wes mevnt 
to ain towards the ncbel.or subline.’ Both Roussezu encKant 
besed their sex polerity urfen a belief in the different 


rationul cur:ecities of wonan and Tén,. while man wes cupeble 
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of ethical judenents throuzh the cerbined use of his reeson sand 
senses wonen wes limited only to sense, Therefore man wes 
superior to woman in both reasoninz carpscities end noral 
judgmsnts, 

In the nineteenth century Schopenhauer continued to suprort 
sex polerity through epistenoloricsl] erzuments. Schopenhz:uer 
describes women ss wesk, short sighted, ond child-like in her 
reasoning cupucities. She is tied to the presert moment orA 
uncble to make abstractions. As a conse~uence he concludes thet 
wonen hes no sense of qiebiees® In a slightly different way 
Nietzsche argued thut wonen were subject to a slave norelity, 
Their weakness he likened to a kind of moral siekness which 
needed the strength of nen, *? Even further Nietzsche argued 
that the inferiority of yonen's morelity wos a Ganv-er to man, 
The inverse side of sex po arity was the result thet the inferior 
sex posed a real threet to the svurerior ey, 

Herel ccntinued this sene basis for sex EOlSrity, 
The wonan wes defined by her releticn to the inner life of the 
femily while man was defined by his esr ctty to overeene the 
subjective pull of the indivieuel °* ~ily und nove cut inte 
the objective world of genersl society. The wonen then ia 
mé rked by ker pessivity end subnissiveness withir the fonily 
whiie men is cher cterizea by s nw ctive power which rprorells 
hiv forwerd beyond the fumily. rc» amr] es: At Scot. mueuer ane 
2 t2ec2, women's othicst diritetior: ware a d@ires* eanscauence 
of her infericr echestiohedass. ™ 


Cne of the most striking eae srects of modern sex polpritr 


a, 


I Cher, vero cy write 4 i 
i" aye 7) Maa (LO hy Lp 3 ers Loctea t Ne 287 
‘ten Ouile ; 
’ Se 7\t- = ‘ 
Pet ae Re rites. ae deve 
On \ ‘ 
On 4 Ceaut\ur cet We Gals ix See 
in w Ane weil ’ 
es m CT eA Wud Kiva heh CAAAMA Y wf wutk 
| + 4M hI cluvcaacteln 4 uw ad ah Vv. ete \oO 
r ° C e 
COLMAL (eon, TWUh ate chiro day Yoo 
lod, ode of a vA caf J \ bur a5 ted PVYASMA Cte 
chile cr! ian Ys Prin (10 at A ( etek 
dul Wunach As lout IH alas breoenia to 
bus adten Wri w erenieee. Wo IAD oyps A \e 
oan Sie yous wer wee, ye, Sea e eA kt be 
SOA Lean | Y (ee Ne ate 
i, t ‘ ! 
2 2 Haelly: Warr ay, Ore ay, cal ‘ 6 \ 
desis feeel REE Re ES 
‘het tee . be ‘ 
if [S Tee es Cc “a! 
Here 2 Cheng tae ded a wren woes 
rca ta Cel aa Any \p 1 , , ‘ 
1 Ce fp Ca ef rs) woh (6! s ee 
ONE \\.s 
Welt Fee Pows: a ty db eee Bs ; 
i od PG Citra) ee hUgirsyia 
SCM « este segate wale 3 c 
| | Peni Yoru ¢ a. G\caloy ne (4 Cho ha 
siegs ; ; 
Diller liek Cede adh gals ot (rey Roser) J oe 
ters : 
yy. Gite *) te By Srrgal sda \ ala») gleawra qc Wher tea cy 
Gaal fea ea La vere Line ye nap seckets " red oes QO 
(ume i\ a \s6 payee § LN ctgdes ’ Varies A let, "5 QA bone 
clea Lin wee ex VA Ut squer ! al tt peaed ! AVS tyste? oa Ty 
Spele yA Dre wens in ap 
5 : ‘Tyo CY IAS Le aN eapent . ‘ “Oy f . ) : } ; “ a 
mot covet’ 4 Veg any btpherd zi haan b tte 
het fe covie cptarlens | a rea ee eg 
he cars (44 fared 6 030 any ly Wotan fg, 9 wath 
Waal ban fe polut¢ pave late musty stat (( 8 
Gers ty thas doy bro vl ‘| OMAP C atte GD bur 
AD UAC ON PoiAgAo ee Laas e ' oe er lacy t 
SF -: ae ) few ee a ae (be maests Vin lye ‘ 


@) 


* ; tA 444 ~ 


saeaile 
Lol > 


is the fect that while the particulsr philosovhers above were 
all involved in radical attempts to overthrow Aristotelian 
philosophy in its specific view of the neture of man, they e11 
accepted Aristotelian sex polarity for the relstion between 
woman and man. Aristotle had argued that women did heve an 
inferior retional capacity to fear He elgo concluded fron this 
that wonen were moral in different ways than men. \” 4s 
previcusly mentioned Aristotle based “is sex Folarity primarily 
On arguments fron zoology and metc physics. The ncedern sex 
polarity theorists rezch the same conclusion from slightly 
different premisses, They claim thut nature ‘nude women ane nen 
with different reesoning cap»cities, snd therefore nan, 


by virtue of his superior reasonins capacity, is a more valuable 


being in the oral order, 


Contenporary Sex Folarity 


wore recently erguments for sex rolzrity have received 
3 further trensfornation, Beginning in the nineteenth century 
with Sigmund Freud sex polarity theorists hive ettenpted to 
support their theory by an eppecl to a lived experience of 
the body. Freud's well known lecture on Femininity cont: ined 
a new retionale for the supericrity end differentieticn of 
the nale human existent fron the funsle. wouen, he urgued, 
were feced with the experience of the lack of msle genctel 


organ. AS & result cf this leck, they developed a besic 
oe . 


psycholozic:1 dispositicn towerds 'renis envy', This 


insert Gz 

In enother specific way nocern sex polarity follows 
Aristotle's leed. The association of nan with ectivity and 
wonan with passivity survived in modern sex polerity even 
though the Aristotelian basis for this distinction, the 
separetion cf matter end forn, was no longer used, Fer 
example, Kant and Rousssau a gsscciated wonan with the 
receptive rational capscity of sensaticn end observetion, 
Man was e.ssocizted with the activity of discursive reason, 
Schopenhauer's insistence thet woman Lived in the present 
similarly denoted a passivity of cherecter. Man's ability 
to trenscend the present -indicated his essential connecticn 
with activity. Cn the other hend, whiie Hegel anc Nietzsche 
both conaigered women to be en active being, they ergued that 
her specific nature rendered her incapeble cf the proper 
channeling of this ectivity. She was , in & wey, rassive 
in relation to her own identity end situation. Men, on the 
other hena, had the cepecity te ectivel® ergenize hinself 
end society ut lerge. Therefore, Aristotle's lezscy of the 
egscci:ticn of the ;ugsiv. with worsen one the ective with mun 


lived on in modern sex polerity. 
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fundementel peychic fret of woman's existence exrleined her 
netural tendency towards the vices of venity end nercissisn, 
Furtherncre, it led to wonan's leck of the sense of (istics. 
Freud, therefore, used an anelysis cf the lived experience of 
the body to explain the noral inferiority of wonen. He r-°eched 
the sane conclusion fron analysis of the 'Cedipsl conplex', 
Zthical judgments and the caprcity to note uiivelox® etrical 
SOEs the Oe es the ability to define oneself in reletion 
to the, superego, “Men developed this cepacity through their 
struggle to overcone the futher. Since wonen had no such similer 
struggle they failed to develop the superego. Therefore, wonen 
ha d weaker ethical sapeditice.?° 

Jecn Feul Sartre developed another reticrale for s¢x polerity 
fron the lived experience of the body. He erzued thst wona n 
was cheracterized as a hole to be filled, end man was ch: ricterized 
ag an active being capable of fil-ing this neien * Therefore, 
coinz further than Freud's descriypticn ef the ' leck’ Jn wowen, 
sartre arsucd th-t the lsek penetreted the inner recess:s oF the 
fensle body. While Sartre shunned discussions of norel worth 
of humen existence, he ncne the less believec thet 2 Ferson 
who lived thrceugh ane etive projection of conscicusness inte 
the future was superior to cne wero terely submitted te the 
pe ssivity of their situation. iherefore, Fis assccictic: of 
wonen with the erptiness of 3 hole end of nen with tre activity 
of physicsl penetration cle:rly conveys a sex polerity 
fremework, Surtre cvrries this anelysis throvgh evcn in 
his most political anclysis of the releticn of men ond women 


to industrial work. He errues that becsuse n@n fa°e' the 
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eetive sex' they do not allow themselves to frntigize while 
working ss this ectivity wovld interfere with treir work. 
woman, on the other hand, feel no such conflict beceuvse their 


fentieies of sexual sbandonment correcpond to their ypesséve 


en 


\ 


relationship to the macfiines which define their work.” 

Contemporary sex rclerity, es develored by Sertre, 
then carries with it the Aristotelian association cf wenan 
with passivity und man with atdwit,,Once egein it is mest 
Significant that a philosopher who is in nearly all cther respects 
violenty anti*Aristotelian in his arguments edout man 
none the less argues for a sex pcelarity theory of woman which 
is decidedly Aristotelian. Sartre does net use any netarhysical 
foundation with reference to matter or form, Insteed he bases 
wonan's relation to Webets ity end men's reletion to activity 
on his analysis of the lived experience of the tody. 

Freud developed SoBe sophisticated srgunent ebout 

the reletion of passivity and activity to wenen and nan, He 
cleimed that both sexes were ecu: lly uctive on the fundamentel 
level of the libido or sexuel energy. In eddition, 2 wornen's 
lived exverience cf pessivity in sexusl intercourse wes 
conpenseted by her lived experience of activity in nursing 
a child. He concluded, however , thet a wonen was charceterized 
as giving preference to passive cirs. In order to over cone 
her genitel ' leck' wonen sought to recover this lsck by 
being lnrregneted end then zivinz birth , rreferebly to e 


mele child. In this wey women cctively werk to beecne fulfilled 
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through passivity. 

The continuous assocition cf wonen with pessivity end 
man with activity can be seen es the frervent pettern in 
sex polurity theory. while the expression of this associaticn 
may change in different historicel periods, the basic corcept 
remgins the same, It involves a significent distinction between 
the sexes and the superior valuation of the male as the ective 
sex, Aristotle's original explen tior of this theory, the. 
view thet matier as passive most erpropisctely chefacte: ized 
the female and forn a gs setive most cleerly belongec to the male, 
became the fundsmental philosophical fremework for «ll subsecuent 
versions of sex polerity. The tremendovs success cf his 
philoscphy in the formatior of the cutszories of western 
thought can be called ' The Aristotelian Revolutica' 

In cpite of the above exenples cf sex polarity nost 
contemporary surguments for this theory of sex identity sre ususlly 
mede by persons in fields other then yhiloscrry. Cne reuson 
for this fs ct is the misteken cortention of mest rhiloscprers 
thet philosophy shovlé concentrst* cnly on the universal 
cheractéeristica of v1ll perescns. 3exu:l distinctions tren become 
excluded from chiloscchy proper, 

Sex rolerity is being surported todsy by writers in nearly 
every discipline in the humenities, sciences, :nd coclel 
sciences, The most significa~* --+sct of this multidisciclin-ry 

plethora cf argunents [.r 3° }olarity 4g their return to e 


bi Logical. source of differentiation of the ‘s¢xes, Contenporery 


sex polerity then hes even more in coniion with 4ristotle 

than modern sex polarity. The psychslogist d¢rik H. wrikson 
hea srgued thet the presence of the uterus in wonen cun 
explain a femele preoccup.tion with ' inner space’. Men 
correspondingly move outwerd end build society becsuse of their 
anetonical aerietues Lionel Tiger in hen in Groups expl:ins 
the seme phenomena by appealing to ar-uments from scciclozy, 
anthropolozy, und ubLous © He cleins that the innate rresence 
of the bonding inetinct in nmeles, and its eosence in *emerles, 
leads to the sureriority of men in the public sphere. The 
writer Normsn Meller argues in The frisconer of Sex thet men 
are stronger beceuse they heve to assert themselves over and 
ageinst nature in order to becone men: wouen merely heve to 
agree to be whst neture has made them to be, nemely to bear 
children for the species. Finally, Steven Goldberg druws uron 
&@ wide range of arguments from anthropolozy end biclocy 


in The Inevitetility of Fetriarchy to sursort the claim that 
society nust be run by men whe herve the necessery instinct 
for dominaticn ine ieeoce 

All of the cbtove theorists hive scught to redefine s 
» theory of sex colarity over and ogtinst the ergurente previrusly 
e®'hicul:ted by sex unity theoriste. rhe: specific. ng.ure of 
these arguments will te studied in the bocy of the vrescent 
text. at this point it is importent perely te recognize thet 
sex polarity is still being defended, ind that the neture of 


the varied defences sppesl to biclosice!] differentiution 
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between women end men, They further sive a superior velucticn 


to men with respect to the specific chercicteristics dein: Cistin-uisheé 
Reverse Sex Folzurity 


There 1s ancther form of sex rolerity which gives a 
Superior vulueticn to women. Reverse sex Folerity argues thet 
women und men are significantly different end that wonen ere 
superior to men. This forn cof gex polerity does not hsrve 
as broed an historical base as traditionel sex polerity. The 
obvicus rezvson for this difference is found in the pstrierchal 
structure of western society. Sex polarity in which ren are 
valued as superior can be ‘suid to be sinply the philosophy 
of potrierchy. Therefore, sex polerity which velves woten tore 
highly is a reverse form of Fhilosochy. 

It is wid@y recognized that written weetern history 
has been primarily retrierchal., sven *heugh other forne of 
symbolic corrunicetion ney give evidences of nitrierchel cr 
métrilineel forns of society, philos :°> # s such b 5 been 
informed with gutri:rchy. As e corseouence, reverse sex relerity 
he only recently received its first fundsmentel arcunding, 

It could be s-id thet imrulses toverds reverse sex 
Polerity were seen in vericus forns of sxocce s worgshiy, 
in myths ebcut woren such es the Anezons, end in early pest sy 
by 3cEepho, These imgulses were eventuelly trensleteé into 
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superiority to men by nature end by rezson, In the twentieth 
century more sophisticated arguments for reverse sex 

pelarity were formally developed by Ashley Hontagu in 

The Natural Superiority of Wonen (1) while Agriypa had clsined 
thet women were mede from a supericr material, Montesu argued 
that women's biological nature was superior to man’s in 

its greeter survival strength. This bidlozics] supericrity 
wes further traced back to the chfmosomsl structure of the 
cetis, Therefore, both of th&searguments for reverse sex 
polerity appealed to biologicul differences between women 
and men, 

The ersunent that women ere surerior to men beczruse 
they h ae aioe com. lete rr een by the esrtairorary 
writer Valerif Solenis in the SCUM ( Sceiety for Cutting ur Men) 
Manifesto’ She cleins thet the Y gene is an inconplete X zene 
end thet the male is therefore er inecvtplete fen le. The nele 
psyche then develors though an envy of ane Just os Freud 
argued that wonen hed a week ethicel sense beceuse cf their 
biclogical situstion, so Sclénis erzues thut nen de « wide range 
of wrong or bed things in the world. beceuce of their biological 
situgtion. 

A different kind of sureriority of wenran is defended by 
the writer Jill Jobneoen in " Wonen Frine", She arsues that 
moman's cepscity to bear children ovroves thet men are less 


self sufficient. as a cconsecuence ren becore criven by en envy 


for wonan!s diological superiority. Pheay, ys tee, Neer ogee 
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envy of the uterus men becore driven by a desire to destroy the 
femule. ®) Cncee uzcin the evils in society ere tréeced to a 
biolozicel inferiority. The two examples of reverse sex 

polerity in Jchnson end Solanis follow siniler petters to those 
found in sex polsrity . A biclogical scurce of the ‘nferiority cf 
one sex is used to expléin a kind of morel inferiority. 

Other contempora ry writers have chosen tc give enother 
kind of explanetion for womens superiority in relaticn to nen. 
Her greater;}moral worth springs from her situation as the 
innocent victem of oppression. Man's inferior velue results fron 
his continuous role es oppressor. Ti-Grece Atkinson argues in 
" Metaphysical Cannibalism" that men, in their desire to 
overcore deeth by the sonee of their will, foree wemen into 
a subjection of body end mind. women, whe were necde vulnerable 
through their blological caracities for chilc bearing, then 
becare 4 functicnelly cennibslized cl:ss, Atkinson 
understands the roots of the differenti: tion of wou'n anc man 
to be metuphysicul rather then bioloricze1. However men are 
more to bleme than wonen becsuse cf their destructive wey of 


living out this basic metephysice] » nger at humen nortzlity. ” 
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The mest complete defence for reverse sex Pole ity 
is given by wery Dely. In Beyond God the Father Duly ergued 
that sexism ( the practice of sex polgrity) is the ' oricinal 
sin' of the human oe Men, the perpetuators of this 
situation, then becone develued in a 'reveluation' of 
velues present to reverse sex FOolasrity. In the nore recent 


Gyn/ecologys The Netuethics of Radical Ferinism Daly cleins 


that the basic cherecteristic cf nen is to carry a renocidal 
attitude towards wouen. This attitude expresses itself 
through the rrocesses of the drain'nz of women's enersy ss well 
és throuch - agressive srectices c* tutileticn ene destruction 
of women. Daly gives severzl ex_~ples of nen's viclence 
towerds wonen in the tractice of “cotbirdinrg, sutee, clitoridéctomy, 
witchburnirg, end contemporary gynecolozical cractice, She conelu de 
thet men ere infsrior to wonen throuzh their basics lly viclent 
end agressive attitude.tow rds the worleé, 
Reverse sex ;ol:rity is the cleer irversicn of tr: diticnal 

sex ;Olsrity., In both theprics the sexes were corsieere’ to 
heve siznificent cifferences., In th- treditionsl gex polsrity 
Min wis vielued as sucericr, while in reverse cex pelurity 
woman 1s velued as superior, This valucticr is even ge en in 
the esse0ci:tion of ectivity end sessivity with the sexes, 

The contin'um of chitr-ecterisics which sre relited to 
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negative “-  - “ positive - ‘Y negetive 
pessivity receptivity ectivity ézeressivity 
Lfemate J i s 

Lene | lel. 7 
The continuum .re-* rositively evalueted in the center end 


negetivel  vsalueted as the cherecteristic noves to its extrene 
exrression. Botk tote] Fessivity or corrlete wevkness is a- 
much to be avoided us totel eggressivit¥ or violence. Sex 
bolzrity identifies the extrene cheraszeteristic with the 
Gevelued sex ene cléing tre positive char:ct.risties for 
the velued sex. In the treditionel Forn it e scoci: ted pucsivity 
with the fencle ; ing in its reversé ferr it identifies 
Sf ressivity with the nele, gex relerity, in ell its ferms, 


distorts the basic equelity of the s xee, 


SEX UNITY 


The second major theory abort the identity of woman 
end man argues for the fundamentel equality cf the sexes. 
However, it further cleims thet there ere no significent 
aifferences between woman and man. Mors recently this philosophy 
has been cherecterized es ‘unisex'. Just es sex polvrity hes 
been seen to hsve different historic.1 expressicns, so s2x 
unity has received different formulsticns in ciffer-nt tire 
Feriods, 


Traditional Sex Unity 


raditional Sex Unity 


Sex unity first erpeared in western :hilosorhy when 


Farmenides in the €th century BC grzued thet ¢11 differences 


ta 


between fenzle end male were merely epyesrences. In reslity 


they were the eune Flato soon after save gex unity u 
more thorouzh mnetsphysical grovndins. He erzued thet persons 
were primerily souls. »xinees sovls hed ne sexu l cist’ reticr 
they could be born in éither tele or fenele bodies. Therefcre 
wonen und nen were busicelly the sene. Ag a c’nsecuence 
klsto arzued thit »osen snd nen ousht te hove erurl] eduction, 
egucl work, and ecuel virtues, 

Trediticnul'sex unity wes developed by Forzhyry in 
w letter to his wife Merecelle in the 35rd century AD. Forphyry 
ergued thet mercelle ought to strive for the highést wisdor 


(> 
enc virtue becsuse in her sovl ste wes neitre: male nor Panda, 
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The metephysics of reincerneticn krovided the ffund mental 
besis for trediticnual sex unity. When reincarnstiorn was 
rejected by western philosophers sex unity remerged in a 


slightly different form. 


modern Sex Unity 


The second fcrmuletion of sex unity could mcre 
approplately be celled " Sex Neutrelity". ‘vitbhin this theory 
sex differences ake nerely ignored, not ergued sbout,. In a 
fa redoxicel wey, sristctle's logic becane the first foundation 
for sex neutrelitr. Aristotle, who hed sc firrty grounded sex 
polsrity elso developed a theory of definition which corcentreted 
on speciés end gzérus. Since the differences between women cond nen 
were not differences in species, they were thousht to be 
irrelevernt to the definition of bunen being. when the 
universities beerme cstublished in the 12th cintury sristetle's 
lozic beéc:me ech i to the stugr af ceilceophy, Dif ers neces 
between the cexes were studied in theckorv, medéeine, or tw, 


econ sex neutrelity becevte the s eclpted uittern cf oc. denice 


ahen pkilocorhy Dee me iven further identified with 


univers] Gefiniticns thr-vch the pr=ference for e then tteal 
a 


ecthed in the 17th century, sex neutr lity beeche éven “ore 


) 
ceépl; entrenched. In f:ct sex neutretity is the er: oon rettern 
in .ccedemic philososhy todey. Mejcr books on perecnml ~Leentity 


ccntein no refererce to whether t*< i¢rsen is ~sls cr fro WS. 


such inzortent works as Gilbert Ryle's “he Cocuptaf tid, 
A.J. ayer's Dre Ce upt 4 Pum, cr Strauson's Individu: le 
211 reflect the sex neutrelity model of rhilosorty. Cther 
significant philosophers such us Wittgonst¢ein, Austin, Husserl, 
end Heldezver similerly study the rergon within 2 sex neutrslity 
frenework, 

sex neutr- lity hes recently ccve under criticter 
esrecially by reverse sex folerity theorists. It 4a imcortant 
for the underlying essumpticns of sex neutrslity te be ex-ninsd, 
It is significe nt that nearly every chiloscpher wittin ths 
eerily £0CO yeer history of. philosop’ y fro 7OCBC to 1300 aD 
all rejected a sex neutrality model for the philoscerhy of 
woman and men, tach und every Friloso:+er erzued for soe 
specific theory of woman'’s-rélaticn to r'n,. Since sex neutrolity 
merely becsme eccerted ee a conseyuence of the centr:lity of 
lcgzic ond mathemutica to « philesorticel ~eteed, it 1s extrenely 
imzcortent to reconsider this aitteticn in th light <f contenpecrery 
knewledzeé, 

The centrcl plece cf Desesrtis in the 7cdern sex unity 
theory must be enphesized, His love of ~cthenatics Soave oc 
tremendous impetus to the sex neutr: lity tMecrys Im dsct, 
vescertes cevelored # ruther estenishin: deserirticn cf the 


erewth of the fetus. His .nolysis expliyec ~ ther: tie 1] COR GE St 


wore slonificently, however, Deseurt-s' deycle,cent 
Of ratisraulisz ( tee presence of rezsen in 221 jerecns) <cuve a 
new inpstus to scx unity ercvnents. C rteciinism burst Yertr 
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in 2a wide renze cf ergunents for the ecuélity of thc sexes, 

These argunents no longer appeeled to © non sexurlly differintiste a 
soul which night be born in e msle cr femele body. Inctesd they 
arpealed to the comron na ture of reason in woren uné ~en. 
Therefore, even though Descartes himself dia not argue for 

sex unity, his philosophy became the msin source for 10dern 


sex unity theory. 


¢ 
In 1622 Merie de Gournsy wrote H#- lite des homes et des 


femnes ( Cn the Zcuelity of Men and Woren), ) Soon after, a 
personal friend of Descertes Anna Moria von ’Schurman wrote 


The Learned Meid ; or, whether a Keid ray be e scholir? von Schurmen 
parddaed Aristotelion syllogism in’her orireal to the eauslity 


of reason end vdesire-for. Knowledge in women 8nd ten. In her 
No Lise raged vey Theve 


4 
érsunsnt Senect~wes slso cited es a sex unity thecrist. Frobebly 


the nacat fer reeching philesorphy of medern sex unity was developed 


> 
z 


by Descerte$> disciple Foulein de 12 Berre in his 1€73 text 


entitled De l'ézelite des deux sexes ( Cn the Equsittr of the 
2) : 


Two sexes), ibis nejcr work Gevslored srsuments fer 


© 


the enugdity of wonu:n en¢ gen besed on ths’ “slailerity cf th 
mind ( or sririt) in both sexes, 

The influence of Certesian r-tionelism tlso spree a@ fren 
Fr:nce to angland. In the 17th ond 1@ centurizs sever: 
werks iuppesrec in English for ths first tive dev-loting ercunents 
for the sex unity peogiticn, Ma rv Astell, Heargcret Cevendish, 
The Luckess of Newcastle, Anne Fiache Countess of Conwsr, 
end the anonyrouvs euther of an ascov in Defence of thy fernsle 3gex 
ell appe:led to reeson a s the source for wo-an's eu ~ity with 


men.’ Sex pola rity wes seen te be tke sole effect of cust on, 
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Sex unity beceme the logicel result of the recognition that 
custon was not the necessery source for the definition of 
men's snd wonan's identity. The common presence Of reeson 
4n all persons apresred to disesfd eny significence of custom 


for the enlightened person, 


Contemporary 3ex Unity 
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Sex unity became the logical result of the recognition that 
custom was not the necessery source for the definition of 
man's and woman's identity. The common presence of reason 
in all persons appeered to discafd any significance of custom 


for the enlightened person, 


Contemporary Sex Unity 


